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REMAR K 

Careful review and Gxamination of i:he. oubjecU appli cat -ioii 
ixra noLod and appreciated. 

Applicants thank Examiner Lo lor the indication of 
alLowab.le matter. 



KxamiUi-ij; Lo via tolcphonG on April 21 , 2003 I'egard.ing the ohallow 
7:«-^ar»onirig for tho §112 and S103 rejections in the FGbi'uary 27, 2003 
i'inyl Office Action and §102 rejection in the August UB, 2002 
original Office Action. Applicants' ropresientati ve reque£5ted a now 
noxi- final Office Action with clear explanalion£3 why the claims wore* 
hoiny' rojocted, The Examiner agreed to apeak with his oupe^rvisior 
rogMrdlng the request. On May 8, 2003, The Bxanniior called 
Applicants' representative indicating that a fiupplcrnental final 
Office* Action with expanded arguments would be icjsiiod with a new 
due date. 



Applicant' s representative rocpoctfJully requoiiLG 

reconsideration of the finality of the May 21, 2003 Office Action. 

. 37 cm §1,104 (b) states: 

lb) .Completeness of exajminoir' a miction. The examiner' n action 
will be complete as to all matters, except tliat in 



IKTERV IEW S UMMARY 



Applicants' representative (O'ohn Ignatov/ski ) spoke with 
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app.ropriaLe circumstances, such as misjoinder of, invenUion, 
funrlamenLal defects in the application, nnd the like, the 
action of the examiner may be limited to isuch mat tors of form 
nocd not be raised by the examiner until e claim is found 
alXowEible. (Emphasis added) 



MPBP y706.07 further states: 

In making the final rejection, all outntanding ground of 
rej(rjGLion of record should be care Cully reviewed, and any 
ivuch grounds rolled on in the final rejection should be 
reiterated. They must also be clearly developed to such an. 
UKtout that applicant may readily judge the advisability of 
an apxjeal uxilens a single previous Office action contains a 
complete statement supporting the rejection, (Emphasis added) 

The Office Action has failed to clearly developed the rejections 
for independent claims 18 and 20, In pcarticular, p^igo 3, lines 12- 
13 of the Office Action state that claims 18 and 20 are rejected 
under 3i5 use §103(a). However, the subsequenb text of the Office 
Action provides no rational or explanation for the rejection. As 
cucU, the final rejections are premature and should be withdrawn. 
AppXicaiits' representative again requests that a noji-fijaal Office 
Action be provided to allow a reasonable opportunity to respond 
absent the restrictions of after-final practices. 



2 and 12. Thus, no new matter has been added and no new .ii;suos 
have b<sQ'n raided. 



30P PORT FOR TH E CLAIM AMItlimMeNTS 



Support for the claim amendments can bo found in claimn 
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CLAIM RgJEGTION S UNDER 35 U, ff,G. S102 

The rejection of claims 1, 2, a, 10, 11, 13 and 3 4 undor 
3 5 U.a.C. §10?. (e) as being anticipated by Lien '651 htis been 
obviated by appropriate amendment and should bo withdrawn* 

Lien disclose© a high voltago tolerable input buffer. In 
contract, the present invention pi-ovides an apparatus generally 
comprising a first device and a first rosistivo element. The first 
device generally comprises (i) a first gate configured to receive 
an iniiut voltage ranging from up to twice a first siipply voltage 
with respect to a second supply voltage to at leafJt the second 
supply voltage, (ii) a first drain configured to receive the first 
supply voltage, and (iii) a first so\)rce coupled to n f jr?st output. 
The farst resistive element may have (i) a first oide coupled to 
the first source and (ii) a second side configured to receive the 
tiecond qupply voltage, wherein the apparatus is arranged such tht\t 
a max.imum voltcige drop across a gate oxide of the first device doeirv 
not exceed a difference between the first supply voltage and the 
^iccond supply voltage. 

Claim 1 provides a first device comprising (i) a first 
gate configured to receive an input voltage ranging from up to 
twice (=1 first supply voltage with respect to a socoiid supply 
voltage to at least the second supply voltage, wherein the 
apparatus is arranged such that a maximum voltage drop acrofJM a 
gate oxide of the first device does not exceed a difference between 
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tho £irst f?upply voltage and the fSGcorid supply voltage. Lieu 
oppea,tn Lo be silent and tho Office Action hac not provided any 
evidence that the voltage across the gale oxide of tranf?lotor 501 
in FIG. 7 of LiGH will not excood a difference betwoon supply 
voltages Vcc and Vss when Vin«2* (Vcc-Voo) . Tho argumcijnte on pago 
4/ linee 8-14 of the Office Action regarding an input voltage of 
Uwir^e the supply voltage do not address the claim language and thus 
are moot. In particular, the language moved €rom claim 2 into 
claim 1 does not place any limitationrs on the gatc^ oxide thicknof^a 
or Lhireghold voltage. Thus, aGsertiou55 that tnodif ications to the 
c^ate oxide thickness or threshold voltage of tho transistor would 
bo obvious to an engineer are irrelevant. Therefore, Lien does not 
appear to disclose or suggest a first device comprisiug (i) a first 
gate configured to receive an input voltage ranging from up to 
twice a first supply voltage with respect to a second supply 
voltage to at least the second supply voltage, wherein tho 
apparatus is arranged such that a maximuni voltage drop across a 
ytfito oxide of the first device does not exceed a difference between 
the first supply voltage and the second ijupply voltage as preaontly 
claltned. Claim 11 provides language similar to claim 1. As such, 
clairnr. 1 and 11 are fully patentable over the cited reference and 
the rejection should be withdrawn. 
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The rejection o£ claims 2, S, 7-9, 15-18 and 20 under 3£i 
U.fi.C. §103 (n) as. being unpatentable ovej' Lien ixi viev; of Ito et 
V*]. ^247 (hereafLor Ito) is respectfully traversed and chould be 
withdrawn. 

Claim 5 provides a first device comprising a native NMOS 
device. Page 4, lines 8-14 of the Office Action staLo that native 
MO£J tiransiGtor£3 are well Icnown in the art and Lhua it would have 
been obvious for an engineer to modify Lion witli a native MOS 
tran£iiytor. However, the Office Action fails to provide any 
motivation to replace the transistor fiOl of Lien with a native MOS 
transiHtor, The fact that references; can be combined or modified 
io 3JuL ftsufficiont to establish prima facie obviousness (Sec MPKP 
82143.01), Furthermore, Ito appears to he silent on using native 
mil transistors. * Therefore, the Office Action ha^x failed to 
e.<3tfjblish prima facie obviousness for modifying Lien to produce a 
fia?st device comprising a native NMOR device as presently claimed. 
Claims 16 and 17 provide language similar to claim 5. As such, 
claims B, a, 16 and 17 are fully patentable over the cited 
reforcjnces and the rejection should be withdrawn. 

Claim 18 provides a first stage having an output and a 
second stage having a second resistive element and coupled to tho 
output of the first stage. In contract, Lien appears to be silent 
regarding a second stage coupled to the output of a first stage. 
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Only PIG. 3 of Ito shows two stages coupled in rsericG. However, 
the block 31 in FIG, 3 of Ito ie ©ilcnt regarding a second 
reGiishive element- Furthermore, the Office Action has not provided 
any rcitional, explanation, evidence or motivation that an obviouf^ 
cornbination of Lion and Ito would somehow teach or nuggefst the 
claim language. Therefore, Lien and Ito alone, or in combination, 
do not appear to teach or suggest a first sstago haviiig an outpuL 
and. a gnocond stage having a second resistive eli3>mLuit and coupled to 
the output of the first stage as presently claimed. Aa such, claim 
18 i {J fully patentable over the cited references eind the rejection 
nhoul^l be withdrawn. 

Claim 20 provides (i) a first stage receiving an input 
voltage and haying an output and (ii) a second stage receiving the 
input voltage and coupled to the output. In contract, both Lien 
and Ito appear to be silent regarding a fir»L stage and a second 
stage receiving the same input voltage and being coupled to the 
same output. Furthermore, the Office Action haa not provided any 
rational, explanation, evidence or motivation that an obsriouo 
combination of iiien and Ito would somehow teach or suggest the 
claim language. Therefore, Lien and Ito alone, or in combination, 
do not appear to teach or suggest (i> a flrat stage receiving an 
input voltage and having an output and (ii) ,a second stage 
receiving the input voltage and coupled to the output as presently 
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olainiod. Ac such, claim 18 ig fully patentable over the cited 
rf\forances and tho rejection should be withdrawn. 

Accordingly, the present application is in condition for 
allowance. Early and favorable action by the Examijier io 
rGi.5p(L-jct:fully i^olicited. 

The Examiner is respectfully invited to call Uh<L» 
Applicants' representative at 586-4 98-0670 should it he deoiviGd 
beneficial to further advance prosiecution of the application. 

If any additional fees are due, pleaae charge Deposit 
Accoxint No. i2'-22r>2. 




Respectfully eubrni tted, 
CkRXSTO^imR\^ MAIORANA, P.C. 



c/o Peter Scott 
Tnlollectual Property Law Department 
LSI Logic Corporation 
M/G D-106 

1551 McCai^thy Boulevard 
Milpitafi, CA 95035 
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TECHNOLOGY CENTER 2800 
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